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have made countless sacrifices, and our 
choices in this Chamber must be wor-
thy of them. 

The situation in Iraq is dire, rife with 
sectarian conflict that can only be re-
solved by Iraqi political cooperation, 
not by American military force. A 
broad consensus has emerged from sen-
ior military commanders to the bipar-
tisan Iraq Study Group and throughout 
the American people that our best 
course would be to begin to redeploy 
American troops out of Iraq. Instead, 
the President has insisted on a costly 
strategy of escalation that would send 
more of our soldiers into harm’s way. I 
believe that to be a terrible mistake. 

It is my deeply held conviction that 
in order to create the best environment 
for real change, the President must an-
nounce, clearly and unequivocally, 
that the United States plans to rede-
ploy our troops from Iraq. That an-
nouncement would change the dy-
namic, enhancing our national security 
position in Iraq, in the Middle East, 
and throughout the world in three im-
portant ways. 

First, a clear statement of American 
intent to redeploy forces from Iraq 
would eliminate the Iraqi insurgents’ 
case that we are an army of occupa-
tion. It would eliminate it once and 
forever. The Iraqi population’s nation-
alist sentiment would no longer be en-
gaged against us. The Iraqi people 
don’t want us there, and a majority of 
them consequently believe it is accept-
able to kill American soldiers. That is 
not an environment in which we can 
gain likely success. 

Second, without a buffering Amer-
ican presence, the world community 
would understand it must face the con-
sequences of the Iraq situation. Other 
nations in the region and elsewhere 
around the world would be motivated 
to take a more active role to work to-
gether to bring peace and stability to 
the region. Now, for all intents and 
purposes, we are alone. 

In particular, Arab nations, facing 
the risk of a pan-Arabic, Sunni-Shiite 
conflict igniting in Iraq, must then as-
sume greater responsibility for avert-
ing such an outcome. Under current 
U.S. policy, these Arab countries have 
little incentive to help calm the con-
flict or reduce the violence. Any incen-
tive they have is buffered by America’s 
role as the peacekeeper and offset by 
the cost, in so many eyes, of even asso-
ciating with the United States. 

Third, Iran presently gains im-
mensely from fomenting violence in 
Iraq. Keeping America bogged down in 
a civil war in Iraq undermines critical 
U.S. policy objectives, including the ef-
fort to work effectively with the inter-
national community to address the se-
rious threat posed by Iran’s nuclear 
weapons program. The threat of Amer-
ican redeployment changes that cal-
culation for Iran. The advantages Iran 
currently enjoys from bogging America 
down in Iraq would diminish or evapo-
rate. 

Some argue—we hear it right in this 
Chamber—that to fail to support this 

President’s judgment is to fail to sup-
port the troops. Never mind the mani-
fest and repeated flaws in that judg-
ment: Misjudgment on weapons of mass 
destruction; misjudgment on when the 
mission was completed; misjudgment 
on the risks, costs, and demands of oc-
cupation; misjudgment on the wisdom 
of de-Baathification; misjudgment that 
the insurgency was in its last throes; 
and now misjudgment on whether there 
is civil war. There has never been a 
record of error, failure, and falsity 
similar to it. Now, the unfortunate fact 
is the President’s bad misjudgments 
and failed diplomacy leave us few good 
options. 

Changing the Iraq dynamic can set 
the stage for an aggressive inter-
national diplomatic effort to restore 
security in Iraq and combat terrorism 
worldwide. An intense diplomatic ef-
fort, with the parties thus motivated 
by the prospect of American redeploy-
ment, is our best remaining real 
chance for success. It will also staunch 
the hemorrhage of two critical Amer-
ican assets: Our international standing 
and our national Treasury—and most 
importantly, it will bring our troops 
home. 

Without such a change in the dy-
namic, we are likely to remain trapped 
there, seen by many as more provoca-
tive than helpful, a great nation en-
snared. For the safety of our troops, 
the stability of the region and the se-
curity of our Nation, that must not 
happen. 

The situation in Iraq is grave and de-
teriorating. It undermines our national 
security by hurting our troops and 
their families, by diverting our atten-
tion from al-Qaida and other critical 
threats, and by degrading our military 
capability for other actions. The Iraq 
quagmire demands a new strategy that 
is both bold and realistic. If we lead 
boldly, sensitively, and firmly on the 
diplomatic front, if we speak, again, in 
realities instead of slogans, if we build 
consensus instead of polarizing na-
tions, we can restore America’s pres-
tige, leadership, and good will. The 
President’s escalation does not help 
achieve these goals, and yesterday the 
Senate had the opportunity to say so. 
We did not. We were silenced—silenced 
by parliamentary maneuver. 

The Senate has been called the 
world’s greatest deliberative body. Let 
us deliberate. The debate over our 
course in Iraq echoes all over the 
world, from world capitals to the 
kitchen tables of middle America—ev-
erywhere except this silenced Chamber. 

Mr. President, I call on my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle to 
stop the stalling and allow this body to 
deliberate. Ultimately, the free and un-
fettered clash of ideas that a real Sen-
ate debate represents is exactly what 
our troops in Iraq are fighting for. 

Let us, in this historic Chamber, not 
undermine their sacrifice with our si-
lence. 

For my part, it remains my view that 
announcing our intent to bring our sol-

diers home will help us start down the 
long road toward renewed American 
strength and leadership in the region 
and in the world. It is a critical jour-
ney, and it is long past time to begin. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa is recognized. 
f 

SOURCES OF ENERGY IN AMERICA 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
every time a President gives a State of 
the Union message, there are a lot of 
people who praise it, there are a lot of 
people who disagree with it. One of the 
areas where there was some agree-
ment—but also a lot of disagreement— 
was on the energy package the Presi-
dent suggested in his State of the 
Union message. Since I come from a 
State that is No. 1 in almost all of the 
alternative energies such as biodiesel, 
such as wind—we are third in wind en-
ergy, we are first in biodiesel, we are 
first in ethanol production—I would 
like to set the record straight and en-
courage people to see that a lot of good 
has been accomplished over the last 
several years and that we ought to for-
get a lot of disagreeing rhetoric and 
move on and even enhance what we 
have already done. So I am here to ad-
dress an issue President Bush men-
tioned in his State of the Union mes-
sage and an issue that those particu-
larly on the other side of the aisle have 
been quick to criticize. 

In the President’s speech to the Na-
tion, he once again highlighted the 
need for the United States to reduce 
our dependence upon foreign oil. This 
has been something that Presidents 
have been stating on a very regular 
basis, both Republican and Democratic, 
going back to 1973, when President 
Nixon gave a speech, during the first 
energy crisis, speaking about energy 
independence. Of course, President 
Nixon was saying we can do it by 1980. 
I don’t know why he picked that date, 
but actually we are much more depend-
ent upon foreign sources now than we 
were even in 1980 because of the con-
sumption of the United States and the 
standard of living we have. People 
want to be free to drive their car wher-
ever they want to drive it as long as 
they want to. Whether it is a big car or 
little car, it is freedom in America to 
do it, so we become more dependent. 
But also along the lines of alternative 
energy, we have made tremendous 
progress. 

So President Bush did not do any-
thing that Presidents probably haven’t 
been doing for the last 34 years, in say-
ing we need to move toward energy 
independence, but what they mean is 
less dependence upon foreign sources 
and less dependence upon petroleum. 
Because I would be misleading my col-
leagues, I would be misleading my con-
stituents if I said we have the capa-
bility—at least I don’t know that we 
have the capability—of being totally 
independent of foreign sources of en-
ergy, but we surely have the capability 
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of being less dependent upon foreign 
sources of energy, and we have the ca-
pability of being less dependent upon 
petroleum as a basis of our energy. 

So the critics, though, it seems, have 
been quick to point out that the Presi-
dent has mentioned our dangerous de-
pendence on foreign oil in seven 
straight addresses to the Congress. 
That is why I pointed out that every 
President since President Nixon has 
been talking about this issue. So it is 
not just President Bush who has been 
mentioning it and, presumably and 
impliedly, not doing anything about it. 
I wish to remind my colleagues he has 
also talked about the value of domes-
tic, homegrown, renewable sources. 
But at the same time, there has been 
criticism that he has done little to ac-
tually support the growth of alter-
native energy. I say my colleagues are 
wrong. 

I am going to quote Senators, but I 
am not going to mention their names 
because I am not here to embarrass 
anybody; I am here to try to get people 
to be responsible. I do wish to refer to 
these as all Members of the Democratic 
Party, but I am not going to mention 
their names. One Democratic Senator 
stated after the President’s speech last 
week: 

The President acknowledged the need to 
develop alternative energy, but he did not 
offer a real plan to put us on the path to en-
ergy independence. 

Now, I am going to show my col-
leagues how the President has been 
very much involved in this. 

Another Democratic Senator stated: 
So many of us believe that though the 

President continues to refer to the problem— 

Meaning the problem of not being en-
ergy independent enough— 
he has never quite moved us— 

Never quite moved us— 
as we would like in the direction of a solu-
tion. We did little or nothing in Washington 
to address the addiction. 

Maybe he hasn’t addressed the addic-
tion, but because there is an addiction, 
he has tried to make us less dependent 
upon a petroleum addiction, as opposed 
to an energy addiction. 

Finally—and I could go on and quote 
many more, but I will stop at the third 
one—one more Democratic Senator 
commented: 

We have waited 6 long years for the aggres-
sive new incentives needed to really get our 
biofuels industries off the ground and break 
America’s oil addiction. 

Of all the statements I have quoted, 
it seems to me that is the one that is 
flatout intellectually dishonest, as I 
am going to give some facts here. The 
facts would suggest otherwise. The fact 
is the ethanol industry is growing at 
the fastest pace in its history. There 
are over 110 ethanol facilities operated 
across the country. These plants have 
the capacity to produce 5.3 billion gal-
lons of ethanol annually. I said 110—110 
ethanol facilities. We only have 170 pe-
troleum refineries to make gasoline 
and fuel oil in this country. So I think 
we are developing an industry. 

Here my colleagues can see the 
States that are darker, where the eth-
anol industry is being located. Iowa is 
No. 1, my State is No. 1 in the produc-
tion of ethanol, but it is rapidly ex-
panding. I still remember 3 or 4 years 
ago, or maybe it has only been 2 years 
ago now, when we had Members from 
this State and Members from this 
State who would stand up here and 
offer amendments against ethanol, and 
it wasn’t long that once we got into the 
point where everybody realized they 
had to use ethanol, we had Members 
from this State and we had Members 
from this State saying to Senator HAR-
KIN and me: Why don’t you get us more 
ethanol, as an example. So people are 
becoming more ethanol friendly, but it 
seems you have to take them dragging 
and screaming into the new world of al-
ternative energy. 

So we have a developing industry. 
Twenty-three States currently have 
ethanol plants in operation or under 
construction. Today, there is some 
level of ethanol blended in more than 
46 percent of our Nation’s fuel. In my 
State, that would be about 80 percent. 
In Minnesota, I will bet it is more be-
cause Minnesota has a State mandate. 
I have been embarrassed because when 
the Republicans controlled the State 
legislature and I went to them and said 
we ought to be doing what Minnesota 
is smart enough to do, I had Repub-
lican legislators tell me: GRASSLEY, go 
back to Washington and stick to your 
own business. But I told them how I 
fought for the ethanol industry and al-
ternative fuel and for the agricultural 
industry because that is where the 
source of the energy comes from, from 
the family farmers of America, and I 
told them it was embarrassing to me to 
fight big oil here while they were kow-
towing to big oil back in Des Moines. 

Well, anyway, I think things are 
going to be moving along. We have a 
Democratic Governor who wants to do 
more with the biofuel industry in my 
State, and I think we are going to 
make some progress. We may not have 
a mandate, but we may not need a 
mandate now. 

I wish to talk about where we are lo-
cated. Now, according to the Renew-
able Fuels Association, the ethanol 
produced in 2006 resulted in the reduc-
tion of oil imports by 170 million bar-
rels of oil, with a value of $11.2 billion. 
Remember, $11.2 billion being spent on 
ethanol that is not going to the Middle 
East to produce a profit for the oil bar-
ons over there who shoot bullets at our 
soldiers as we are trying to take on the 
war on terrorism. 

Now, I say to the critics on the other 
side—the other side chooses, as evi-
denced by the earlier statements I 
quoted of Democratic Senators—to ig-
nore this data when they discuss the 
energy track record of President Bush 
and the Republican-controlled Con-
gress in past years. 

I was cynical when there was a Gov-
ernor Bush running for President and 
coming to Iowa to campaign saying he 

would be for anything but big oil. So I 
had the opportunity in January of 2000, 
when we have our caucuses in the cold-
est time of the year, to be in a minivan 
with President Bush, as a candidate for 
the Republican caucuses at that time, 
to ride with him for 2 or 3 days. I 
thought, what a wonderful opportunity 
to be in a small car with a Governor 
who might be President of the United 
States, to teach him about the facts of 
ethanol. It didn’t take me very long be-
cause he came back—and you never re-
member the exact quotes because I 
didn’t write this stuff down. But I re-
member him saying something along 
the effect of: Well, it is just common 
sense. We only have so much petro-
leum. We have to start relying on eth-
anol to a greater extent. I guess I be-
lieved him then, but maybe I had some 
question marks. So we went on for 2 or 
3 days, and there wasn’t anything in 
those 2 or 3 days to change my mind. 
But you wonder: you say one thing as 
a candidate; you might perform an-
other thing as an officeholder. But I 
found back in 2000 that the President 
was a friend of ethanol when he told 
me about it, and he has performed that 
way in office. So I am satisfied that 
this President is coming from where he 
started and albeit from a State where 
oil is big business and where you 
wouldn’t expect him to be for it, but he 
has been a friend, as he indicated to me 
privately he was going to be. I think 
this President has done well for alter-
native fuel. So I don’t think the criti-
cism of him is legitimate. 

The fact is that when President Clin-
ton left office in 2000, our farmers were 
only producing 1.6 billions of gallons of 
ethanol. Now, I am not saying Presi-
dent Clinton was not friendly to eth-
anol. He was friendly to ethanol. But I 
think there are degrees of friendliness. 
But for the people on the other side of 
the aisle who tend to be criticizing this 
President, I want them to see where we 
have come since this President took of-
fice. During the 8 years of the Clinton 
presidency, domestic ethanol produc-
tion grew 33 percent, as my colleagues 
can see here. Now, when we compare 
that to what it is since President Bush 
came to office in January 2001, the do-
mestic ethanol industry is producing 
1.7 billion gallons annually. That grew 
to 4.9 gallons last year. When President 
Bush leaves office—this chart is some-
what of an estimate, but we think it is 
on target because the plants are com-
ing online and ethanol is catching on 
and the need for ethanol is very real— 
we think this will grow to 10 billion 
gallons. That is a 488-percent increase 
during this period of time compared to 
a 33-percent increase. 

I am not belittling President Clin-
ton’s efforts, but I think people on the 
other side of the aisle ought to take 
into consideration when they are rais-
ing a question about whether we have 
done enough in recent years about al-
ternative energy these facts and this 
growth and not belittle this growth 
that seems to me is going on. This 
growth is no accident. 
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In fact, a key turning point took 

place in March of 2001 when President 
Bush took a courageous step that 
President Clinton should have taken 
but did not take during the last year of 
his Presidency. In 1999, the big State of 
California, with a tremendous con-
sumption of fuel for automobiles and 
energy—generally, the State of Cali-
fornia, at that time, was deciding to 
ban the competitor to ethanol as an oc-
tane enhancer that is known by the ac-
ronym MTBE. It stands for methyl ter-
tiary-butyl ether. It was found to con-
taminate ground water. 

Obviously, California had to quit 
using it, but they did not want to sub-
stitute ethanol. According to the 1990 
Clean Air Act, they had to substitute 
ethanol without a waiver by the Presi-
dent or Congress. They were asking for 
that waiver. It did not happen, so we 
did not know where the ethanol indus-
try sat versus the MTBE, so ethanol 
did not benefit the way it could have if 
President Clinton had made a decision. 

California Governor Gray Davis did 
not want his citizens to have to use 
ethanol—which the 1990 law required— 
and he petitioned Clinton for that 
waiver. While many of my colleagues 
and I lobbied President Clinton to deny 
the waiver, he took no action. When 
President Clinton had the opportunity 
to demonstrate his confidence in our 
Nation’s farmers and ranchers to 
produce this clean renewable alter-
native energy, President Clinton was 
nowhere to be found. 

That changed when Governor George 
Bush was elected President. Less than 
90 days into his term as President, 
George Bush denied the waiver which 
put the ethanol industry firmly on a 
path to growth because California uses 
so much energy. 

Along the way, Congress considered 
and enacted a number of incentives and 
supportive policies to foster the devel-
opment of this important industry. In 
August 2005, President Bush signed into 
law the Energy Policy Act which in-
cluded the renewable fuels standard, or 
RFS, for short. This provision was a 
culmination of the work of dozens of 
Senators during a period that spanned 
three Congresses. It has also been key 
to the growth of the domestic ethanol 
industry. 

The effort to enact a strong renew-
able fuels standard was bipartisan, but 
it was approved by the majority Repub-
lican Congress with the help of Presi-
dent Bush. 

During the consideration of the En-
ergy Policy Act, President Bush asked 
Congress for a bill that would help di-
versify the U.S. away from crude oil. 
He put his public support behind the 
renewable fuels standard to require the 
use of ethanol and/or biodiesel. The 
President supported our efforts toward 
a renewable fuels standard because he 
recognized that increasing our use of 
ethanol and biodiesel would create new 
markets for farm products and increase 
our energy security. 

During the consideration by the Sen-
ate during this period of time—and I 

referred to this a little bit before—no 
fewer than 11 amendments were offered 
by Members of the other side of the 
aisle to delay, reduce, or render useless 
the renewable fuels standard which had 
broad bipartisan support, particularly 
from those from the Midwest. It was 
not the Republicans offering these 
amendments to kill the growth of the 
domestic renewable fuels market. It 
was members of the other side, some of 
whom are the same ones who may be 
criticizing the President today for not 
doing enough to decrease dependence 
upon foreign oil. 

Perhaps more ironic is that a strong 
renewable fuels standard could have 
been enacted earlier than 2005. In No-
vember 2003, an Energy bill conference 
report came to the Senate with a re-
newable fuels standard but ran into a 
filibuster in the Senate. Had there not 
been a Democratic-led filibuster, what 
the President signed in August of 2005 
would have been signed in November 
2003. We would have been 2 years ahead 
of the game. 

In addition to the renewable fuels 
standard, other provisions enacted in 
the past 6 years have perhaps done 
even more to spur the growth of the re-
newable fuels, particularly ethanol and 
particularly biodiesel. In 2004, Congress 
enacted the American Jobs Creation 
Act. This legislation included modi-
fication and extension of the ethanol 
tax incentive. While improving the in-
centive, it also extended it through 
2010. 

In the Energy Policy Act, which the 
President signed in August of 2005, 
Congress expanded the incentive for 
small ethanol producers and created a 
new credit for small producers of bio-
diesel. Most recently, Congress ex-
tended the tariff on imported ethanol 
through the year 2008. The tariff en-
sures that U.S. taxpayers are not sub-
sidizing foreign ethanol and that we 
continue to grow our domestic produc-
tion of ethanol. 

As a result of the tax incentives, the 
ethanol import tariff and the renew-
able fuels standard, the domestic re-
newable fuels industry, is growing fast-
er than anyone could have ever imag-
ined. The policies put in place by the 
Congress when Republicans controlled 
it, with the support and assistance of 
President Bush, have put this industry 
on a path of extraordinary growth. We 
have recognized that renewable fuels, 
such as ethanol and biodiesel, improve 
air quality, strengthen national secu-
rity, reduce the trade deficit, decrease 
dependence upon the volatile Middle 
East for oil, expand markets for agri-
cultural products, increase income for 
farmers, and create good-paying jobs in 
rural America. 

In other words, it is as the Camp-
bell’s soup advertisement of 25 years 
ago: everything about ethanol is good, 
good, good. 

The fact is, President Bush has been 
the most prorenewable fuels President 
our country has ever had. I stated ear-
lier when he was a candidate for Presi-

dent coming from big oil Texas and 
being Governor of that State, would I 
expect him to be a renewable fuels per-
son in the future? No, because I have 
been dealing with big oil and fighting 
them versus ethanol for a long period 
of time. It is only within the last 3 or 
4 years that we had the freedom of not 
having to fight big oil. Who knows, 
maybe today we will have to fight big 
oil again when it comes to some eth-
anol products for the future, but there 
has been a lull. I thank President Bush 
for keeping his word to the people 
when he promised to be prorenewable 
fuels. 

Getting back to those who claim the 
renewable fuels industry has lacked at-
tention from President Bush and pre-
vious Republican Congresses, I leave 
with one final point. In the year 2000, 
the final year of the Clinton adminis-
tration, we produced 1.6 billion gallons 
of ethanol. That is nothing negative 
about President Clinton. He seemed to 
be, for the most part, very ethanol 
friendly. But you cannot criticize this 
President when we have this figure: By 
the time he leaves office in 2008, we 
will be producing 10 billion gallons. 
The policy supported by the Repub-
lican Congress led to this growth. 

I have proven that I don’t want to sit 
by quietly while the other side tries to 
say otherwise. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Does the Democratic side seek unani-

mous consent to address the Senate? 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent I be permitted to 
speak as if in morning business for 
such time as I may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

IRAQ 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have 
been periodically tuning in today dur-
ing committee hearings and other work 
we do around here on some of the de-
bate surrounding whether we are going 
to have a debate on Iraq. It is hard for 
the average American out there who 
may be watching C–SPAN to under-
stand whether there is any sanity in 
this place, whether we are really ra-
tional individuals running the Senate. 

This is supposed to be the most delib-
erative body, as we keep calling our-
selves, in the world. The function of 
the Senate is to debate and to discuss, 
sometimes ad nauseam, different meas-
ures. Sometimes we can debate for a 
long time around here. People in this 
country wonder what is happening here 
that the Republicans won’t even allow 
debate on the most important single 
issue confronting America today: the 
war in Iraq and the escalation. 

I make it clear from the outset to 
those who may be watching, to try to 
clear it up as much as possible, the Re-
publicans, through parliamentary ma-
neuvers and through their vote yester-
day, will not even allow the Senate to 
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